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Other People’s Adaptations 
Mills	and	Ballantyne	(2009)	address	the	concern	with	preexisting	beliefs	with	reference	to	the	notion	of	three	hierarchical	‘dispositional	factors’:	‘openness’	in	terms	of	being	receptive	to	other	peoples’	ideas	and	diversity;	‘self-awareness	and	reflectiveness’	as	the	ability	to	be	critical	and	self-critical	about	belief	systems;	and	‘commitment	to	social	justice’.	Their	research	concludes	that	preexisting	dispositions	are	hard	to	shift	unless	ITE	lecturers	spend	more	time	and	commitment	in	creating	the	learning	opportunities	for	students	to	confront	their	initial	views	(although	they	leave	unanswered	the	question	of	what	impact	the	dispositional	factors	of	lecturers	have	on	their	students).	Another	way	of	addressing	the	conceptual	maps	of	trainee	teachers	is	that	of	drawing	a	relationship	between	attitudes,	pedagogical	behaviours	and	value	systems.	For	example,	Pearson	(2007,	2009)	applies	a	sociocultural	model	to	ITE	provision	and	argues	that	the	language	of	
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classification	and	identification	‘allows	schools	to	pathologise	students’	difficulties	thereby	reducing	the	schools’	sense	of	responsibility’	(2009:	560).	Her	findings	show	that	trainee	teachers’	preexisting	beliefs	range	from	a	categorical	approach	to	disability	to	an	interactive	social	model	and	that,	while	ITE	can	have	an	impact	on	changing	their	views,	such	initial	beliefs	are	hard	to	challenge.	Whilst	illuminating,	Pearson	does	not	explain	what	she	means	by	‘value	systems’	besides	reproducing	the	widely	accepted	differences	between	the	medical	and	social	models	of	disability.	Yet,	what	each	individual	has	reason	to	value	is	central	to	how	the	capability	approach	evaluates	social	arrangements.	Thus,	a	discussion	about	trainee	teachers’	adaptive	preferences	requires	us	to	consider	what	such	values	might	be.	Wiebe-Berry	(2008)	and	Jordan	et	al.	(2009)	attempt	to	do	just	that.	Starting	from	the	principle	that	‘effective	inclusion	is	akin	to	effective	teaching	practices	overall,	and	that	enhancing	inclusive	practices	will	benefit	all	students,’	Jordan	et	al.	(2009:	536)	develop	their	research	agenda	around	the	notion	of	‘epistemological	beliefs’	(see	also	Jordan	and	Stanovich,	2003)	and	define	them	as	‘beliefs	about	the	nature	of	ability,	of	knowing	and	knowledge,	the	process	of	acquiring	knowledge,	and	therefore	about	the	relationship	between	teaching	and	learning’	(2009:	536).	Their	research	is	important	inasmuch	as	it	makes	explicit	the	connection	between	beliefs	and	the	process	of	learning.	While	their	research	focuses	on	how	trainee	teachers	assume	children	learn,	the	same	can	be	applied	to	how	trainee	teachers	learn	about	becoming	teachers	of	all	children.		This	last	point	is	a	rejoinder	to	concerns	that	trainee	teachers	might	find	themselves	in	different	epistemological	contexts	of	learning	in	HEIs	and	learning	in	schools.	The	point	is	important	because	becoming	a	teacher	is	not	about	the	acquisition	of	knowledge	but	also	
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the	application	of	that	knowledge	in	practice.	Such	applications	do	not	occur	in	a	vacuum	but	in	the	specific	and	(as	far	as	we	know)	highly	idiosyncratic	environment	of	schools.	This	is	to	say	that	beliefs,	value	systems	and	attitudes	are	based	on	past	and	present	experiences	of	and	in	practice	and	that	that	practice	shapes	not	only	epistemological	beliefs	about	the	nature	of	knowledge	and	its	acquisition,	but	shapes	also	the	formation	of	personal	and	professional	identities.		The	notion	of	‘figured	worlds’	(Holland	et	al.,	1998;	quoted	in	Naraian,	2010)	may	be	useful	here.	Premised	on	the	sociocultural	principles	of	activity	theory,	the	‘figured	worlds’	construct	acknowledges	that	whilst	identities	are	shaped	by	the	cultural	environment,	they	cannot	be	fully	determined	by	it.	Thus,	a	‘figured	world’	is	a:	socially	and	culturally	created	realm	of	interpretation	in	which	particular	characters	and	actors	are	recognised,	significance	is	attached	to	certain	acts,	and	particular	outcomes	are	valued	over	others	(Naraian,	2010:	1678).		In	such	a	world,	identities	are	both	imagined	through	the	interpretation	of	the	rules	of	a	specific	cultural	environment	and	positional	in	that	they	are	actively	defined	by	the	lines	of	powers	within	the	environment.	For	Naraian,	the	figured	world	construct	helps	the	analysis	of	the	collaboration	between	teachers	and	special	education	teachers.	More	research	applied	to	how	trainee	teachers	might	figure	their	worlds	between	HE	and	schools	is	needed	but,	in	the	meantime,	Naraian’s	work	shows	that	we	cannot	assume	an	existentialist	nature	of	beliefs.	That	is,	the	system	of	values	which	underpin	the	conceptual	maps	trainee	teachers	use	to	negotiate	disability,	inclusion	and	SEN	is	more	complex	and	dynamic	than	previous	research	might	argue.	
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However,	if	this	goes	to	some	way	in	facilitating	an	understanding	of	how	beliefs	are	shaped	through	the	interaction	of	different	forms	of	identity	and	practice,	it	does	not	go	far	enough	in	explaining	how	value	systems	are	constructed.	That	is	to	say,	that	if	we	leave	out	of	the	equation	the	notion	of	value,	we	may	fail	to	recognise	the	insidious	intrusion	of	adaptive	preferences.	More	specifically,	we	fail	to	make	a	link	between	adaptive	preferences	and	the	pursuit	of	equality	and	justice	(Sen,	2009).	We	also	run	the	risk	of	reifying	the	notion	that	teaching	is	a	matter	of	craftsmanship,	of	learning	‘what	works’	and	forgetting	that	teaching	is	about	making	moral	and	ethical	decisions	about	what	is	good	and	right	and	is	fundamentally	concerned	with	what	is	fair	and	just	for	all	children	(Devecchi,	2010).		In	this	respect,	the	work	of	Wiebe-Berry	(2008)	frames	the	notion	of	beliefs	within	a	value	system	based	on	teachers’	conceptions	of	fairness	and	how	they	can	use	these	to	rationalise	decisions	about	their	educational	practice.	Wiebe-Berry	focuses	principally	on	fairness	as	a	matter	of	justice;	that	is,	justice	in	the	distribution	of	resources.	She	quotes	Barrow’s	definition	of	fairness	according	to	which:	‘it	is	morally	wrong,	in	itself,	to	treat	individuals	differently	without	providing	relevant	reasons	for	so	doing’	(Barrow,	2001:	1150).	One	of	the	rationales	for	classifying	children’s	needs	as	‘special’	was	to	determine	the	amount	and	distribution	of	resources	so	that	all	children	have	equal	opportunities.	Yet	once	children	are	classified,	the	label	tends	to	define	teachers’	beliefs	about	children’s	abilities,	learning	needs	and	whether	or	not	teachers	feel	they	can	be	responsible	if	they	lack	the	‘special’	knowledge	required.		For	Wiebe-Berry,	this	complex	dynamic	can	be	explained	and	understood	by	working	out	whether	teachers	(and	trainee	and	newly	qualified	teachers	in	her	case)	
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believe	in	a	needs-based	principle	of	distributive	justice	or	whether	they	believe	in	a	‘decent	level’	of	minimum	distribution.	The	decent	level	argument	is	necessarily	based	on	a	consensus	of	what	is	the	minimum	required	to	equalise	opportunities,	beyond	which	the	distribution	of	surplus	resources	becomes	unfair.	The	needs-based	argument	is	appropriate	when,	as	she	argues,	the	‘wellbeing	of	the	individual	if	of	chief	concern’	(2008:	1150).	However,	this	can	lead	to	teachers	becoming	frustrated	when	resources	are	scarce.	Research	by	Devecchi	(2007)	shows	that	the	construct	of	fairness	is	indeed	used	by	teachers	as	they	make	decisions	about	the	distribution	of	resources,	including	the	attention	they	give,	among	all	the	children	in	the	classroom.	However,	unlike	Wiebe-Berry’s	findings,	Devecchi’s	inquiry	shows	that,	once	again,	teachers	have	to	deal	with	the	dilemma	of	difference	and	in	so	doing	they	are	caught	in	the	impossible	task	of	accomplishing	justice	for	each	individual	child.		Adaptive	preferences	can	become	manifest	as	a	delimitation	of	choice	that	restricts	the	opportunities	of	teachers	to	think	differently	and	to	examine	their	actions	in	relation	not	just	to	the	availability	of	resources	–	including	training	and	time	–	but	in	relation	to	how	resources	can	be	used	differently	to	develop	the	well-being	of	their	students.	As	such,	teachers’	beliefs	about	ability,	disability	and	the	nature	of	special	educational	needs	can	be	barriers	not	only	to	the	well-being	of	the	student	but	also	to	their	own	professional	competences	and	professional	development.	Seen	thus,	they	can	inhibit	the	possibility	of	even	envisioning	the	possibility	of	better	educational	lives	for	students	and	better	professional	lives	for	teachers.	This	consideration	of	the	adaptive	preference	problem	can	offer	a	new	way	of	looking	at	teachers’	beliefs,	attitudes	and	pedagogical	choice	making;	and	that	this	can	open	up	new	ways	of	preparing	teachers	to	teach	all	children.		
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Wiebe-Berry	notes	that	teachers	can	become	frustrated	when	resources	are	scarce.	Our	concern	here	is	with	the	potential	for	them	to	reduce	the	cognitive	dissonance	this	generates	by	adaptation.	Elster	(1983)	argues	that	the	tension	caused	by	a	mismatch	between	what	the	individual	wants	to	do	and	what	she	is	able	to	do	can	be	reduced	by	the	adaptation	of	preferences.	This	is	the	sour	grapes	phenomenon	which	causes	the	individual	to	non-consciously	conclude	that	the	object	of	her	initial	and	unattainable	desire	is	not	really	worth	having	and	to	revise	her	preferences.	Here,	this	downgrading	of	the	inaccessible	may	cause	teachers	to	revise	their	professional	preference	for	the	inclusion	agenda	and	focus	instead	on	the	more	accessible	goal	of	simply	getting	through	the	day	with	what	they	have.	However,	Elster’s	formulation	presupposes	an	initial	desire	for	that	which	has	proven	to	be	inaccessible.	The	capability	approach	extends	his	definition	of	adaptive	preferences	to	include	the	self-abnegation	that	arises	from	habitual	impoverishment	and	post-hoc	rationalisation.	Under	such	circumstances,	there	may	not	have	been	an	initial	preference	to	downgrade.	The	construction	of	ITE	provision	in	the	UK	suggests	that	teachers	may	be	schooled	to	have	low	expectations	of	students	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN.	Moreover,	the	classificatory	system	(intended	to	promote	the	inclusion	agenda	by	identifying	the	special	needs	of	students)	provides	a	heuristic	framework	that	enables	the	rationalisation	of	those	low	expectations.	Elster’s	interpretation	of	adaptation	does	not	necessarily	apply	to	such	habitual	circumstances	but	the	self-abnegatory	definition	of	adaptive	preferences	used	in	the	capability	approach	is	pertinent.		We	asked	at	the	outset	whether	children	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN	would	opt	for	a	reduced	education	if	they	had	the	freedom	to	choose	a	more	complete	one.	We	now	pose	
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that	same	counterfactual	question	of	their	teachers:	would	they	opt	to	deliver	a	reduced	education	to	children	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN	if	they	could	deliver	a	more	complete	one?	This	frames	the	issue	of	teachers’	adaptive	preferences.	We	assume	that	teachers	value	and	have	reason	to	value	the	delivery	of	appropriate	education	to	all	their	students	and	that	this	is	constitutive	of	what	we	might	refer	to,	in	capability	terms,	as	their	professional	well-being.	As	indicated	above,	educational	and	social	structures	tend	to	inhibit	the	inclusion	agenda.	Several	authors	(Ibrahim,	2006;	Ballet	et	al.,	2007)	have	tackled	the	question	of	collective	capabilities,	arguing	that	individuals	are	more	likely	to	bring	about	social	change	if	they	work	together	for	a	common	cause.	The	corollary	to	this	is	collective	adaptations	and	traces	can	be	seen	in	the	provision	of	education	for	children	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN:	the	adaptations	of	the	teachers,	generated	within	the	same	wider	structures	that	generate	adaptations	in	their	students,	further	limit	the	aspirations	to	a	better	educational	life	for	those	students.	However,	this	should	not	be	seen	as	a	collective	adaptation	as	it	implies	shared	responsibility	and	so	contributes	to	the	pathologising	of	disability	and	SEN.	Significantly,	addressing	the	educational	adaptations	of	any	child	or	young	person	(whether	or	not	they	have	disabilities	and/or	SEN)	without	acknowledging	the	potential	adaptations	of	their	teachers	can	contribute	to	this	process	of	pathologising	difference	and	therefore	distort	well-being	assessments.		It	may	therefore	be	considered	appropriate	to	locate	this	professionalism	in	what	Sen	refers	to	as	the	agency	dimension	of	capability:	that	is,	doing	something	for	others	which	is	not	obviously	conducive	to	one’s	own	well-being,	doing	something	extra.	For	Ballet	et	al.	(2007)	this	concept	of	agency	is	the	basis	of	responsibility	for	others	and	collective	well-being.	Nussbaum	refutes	Sen’s	distinction	between	the	well-being	and	
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agency	dimensions	of	capability.	Whilst	acknowledging	that	this	distinction	can	be	useful	in	assessing	choices	between	equally	valuable	functionings	(Watts,	2011,	2013)	we	side	here	with	Nussbaum	because	making	appropriate	educational	provision	for	children	and	young	people	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN	should	not	be	seen	as	something	extra	for	teachers	to	consider.	The	‘social	discipline’	(Sen,	1992:	149)	that	is	the	unintended	consequence	of	the	classificatory	system	frames	this	potential	for	teachers	to	become	resigned	to	the	socially	constructed	limitations	of	their	students.	Such	adaptations	may	incorporate	the	frustration	at	the	heart	of	Elster’s	interpretation	of	adaptive	preferences	but	the	sour	grapes	phenomenon	does	not	go	far	enough	in	accounting	for	the	resignation	to	reduced	circumstances	that	can	pervade	the	provision	of	education	for	children	and	young	people	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN.	The	internalisation	of	external	circumstances,	including	the	heuristic	of	labelling,	may	lead	teachers	to	presume	that	the	better	educational	life	is	out	of	reach	for	students	with	disabilities	and/or	SEN.	Accepting	this	can	and	should	be	seen	as	adaptation	of	their	professional	preferences.	To	do	otherwise	is	to	risk	the	complacent	acceptance	of	the	unjust	status	quo	and	to	deny	the	significance	of	teachers’	professional	capabilities.		
Conclusion 
Adaptive	preferences	signal	the	difference	between	what	people	prefer	and	are	made	to	prefer	and	the	part	that	other	people	play	in	generating	the	circumstances	under	which	individuals	adapt	their	preferences	is	generally	well-recognised.	Focusing	on	the	example	of	children	with	SEN	and/or	disabilities,	we	have	shown	how	students	can	come	to	
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internalise	restrictive	externalities	and	accommodate	their	aspirations	to	the	realities	of	the	structural	limitations	operating	upon	them,	including	those	that	may	be	produced	and	reproduced	by	their	teachers.	However,	we	have	sought	to	extend	the	debate	on	adaptive	preferences	by	arguing	that	these	limitations	do	not	only	inhibit	the	well-being	of	the	students	but	of	their	teachers	as	well.	We	pursued	this	argument	through	an	examination	of	the	origins	of	the	SEN	and	inclusivity	agendas,	initial	teacher	education	(ITE)	in	the	UK	and	the	notion	of	teachers’	professional	capabilities.	The	latter,	we	suggested,	should	incorporate	a	pedagogical	commitment	to	providing	the	opportunities	for	their	students	to	flourish	educationally.	However,	ITE	provision	–	or	the	lack	of	it	–	tends	to	reify	the	marks	of	difference	the	SEN	agenda	initially	sought	to	erase.	Teachers	may,	therefore,	presume	their	students	are	incapable	of	such	flourishing	and	so	perpetuate	the	circumstances	under	which	they	adapt	their	preferences.	This,	though,	denies	their	professional	commitment	to	the	education	of	all	and	so	leads	to	the	adaptation	of	their	preferences.	That	is,	it	can	lead	to	their	resignation	to	an	impoverished	professional	life.		In	her	defence	of	universal	human	values,	Nussbaum	(2000:	34–110;	2006:	9–95)	highlights	the	importance	of	‘Being	able	to	use	the	senses,	to	imagine,	think,	and	reason	–	and	to	do	these	things	in	a	“truly	human”	way,	a	way	informed	and	cultivated	by	an	adequate	education’	(2006:	76).	Teachers	can	encourage	their	students	–	including	and	especially	students	with	SEN	and/or	disabilities	–	to	aspire	beyond	the	confines	of	social	discipline.	Yet	teachers	are	also	taught;	and,	just	as	they	may	teach	their	students	to	become	resigned	to	an	impoverished	educational	life	(and	so,	given	the	interconnectedness	of	capabilities,	to	become	resigned	to	the	impoverishment	of	life	more	broadly)	so	their	ITE	may	teach	them	to	reproduce	these	delimiting	structures.	That	the	inclusivity	agenda	has	
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become	widely	accepted	does	not	detract	from	this	as	labelling	provides	a	heuristic	shortcut	to	the	pedagogic	assumptions	and	expectations	that	foreshadow	the	experiences	of	teaching	and	learning.	Moreover,	as	‘there	is	no	choice	between	alternatives	when	neither	is	favourable’	(Norwich,	2008a:	288),	teachers	may	be	frustrated	at	the	circumstances	under	which	they	teach.	They	may	then	reduce	the	cognitive	dissonance	this	generates	by	adapting	their	preferences	through	the	sour	grapes	phenomenon	(the	less-than-conscious	mental	adjustment	that	allows	the	self-deceptive	reassessment	of	what	is	perceived	as	desirable)	that	Elster	describes.	They	may	also	rationalise	their	circumstances	and	become	habituated	to	them	through	the	broader	interpretations	of	preference	adaptation	described	by	Sen	and	Nussbaum	in	the	capability	literature.		Focusing	on	the	education	of	children	with	SEN	and/or	disabilities	illustrates	the	highly	social	nature	of	capabilities	and	adaptive	preferences.	Viewed	through	the	utilitarian	lens	of	self-reported	happiness,	education	can	reduce	students	to	‘happy	slaves’	(Sen,	1999:	62)	who	are	content	with	their	impoverished	lot.	It	can	do	the	same	to	their	teachers.	We	tend	to	think	of	the	adaptive	preference	problem	acting	upon	less	powerful	members	of	society.	Whilst	teachers	are	not	exactly	empowered,	they	are	more	powerful	than	their	students.	Yet	they,	too,	can	adapt	their	preferences	by	internalising	the	socially	constructed	limitations	of	their	students	and	downgrading	the	value	of	the	better	educational	life	which	is	out	of	reach.	We	are	not	advocating	a	state	of	permanent	frustration	but	calling	attention	to	the	pervasiveness	of	adaptive	preferences	(Bridges,	2006)	because	it	can	so	easily	be	overlooked.	Our	focus	on	other	people’s	adaptations,	particularly	as	we	have	constructed	it	through	the	distinction	of	Sen’s	evaluative	spaces,	highlights	the	importance	of	agency:	that	one’s	own	well-being	extends	to	a	concern	for	others	(especially	when,	as	here,	there	is	a	
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professional	commitment	to	that	well-being).	Yet	if	other	people’s	adaptations	can	reduce	one’s	own	well-being,	then	enhancing	other	people’s	capabilities	can	surely	enhance	one’s	own	well-being.	In	the	meantime,	and	following	Nussbaum,	we	do	not	want	to	offer	the	system	an	easy	way	of	getting	off	the	hook	(2006:	190).	
 
References 
Ballet,	J.,	Dubois,	J.-L.	and	Mahieu,	F.-R.	(2007)	‘Responsibility	for	each	other’s	freedom:	Agency	as	the	source	of	collective	capability’.	Journal	of	Human	Development,	8(2),	185–201.	
Barrow,	R.	(2001)	‘Inclusion	vs.	fairness’.	Journal	of	Moral	Education,	30,	235–42.	
Bridges,	D.	(2006)	‘Adaptive	preference,	justice	and	identity	in	the	context	of	widening	participation	in	higher	education’.	Ethics	and	Education,	1(1),	15–28.	
Clark,	D.	(2009)	‘Adaptation,	poverty	and	well-being:	Some	issues	and	observations	with	special	reference	to	the	capability	approach	and	development	studies’.		Journal	of	Human	Development	and	Capabilities,	10(1),	21–42.	
Corbett,	J.	(1996)	Bad-Mouthing:	The	Language	of	Special	Education.	London:	The	Falmer	Press.	
Deneulin,	S.	(2006)	The	Capability	Approach	and	the	Praxis	of	Development.	Basingstoke:	Palgrave	Macmillan.	
31 
 
Department	for	Education	(DfE)	(2016)	Education	Excellence	Everywhere.	London:	The	Stationery	Office.	
Department	for	Education	(DfE)	(2015)	Special	Educational	Needs	and	Disability	Code	of	Practice:	0-25	Years.	London:	The	Stationery	Office.	
Department	for	Education	(DfE)	(2011)	Support	and	Aspiration:	A	New	Approach	to	Special	Educational	Needs	and	Disability.	London:	The	Stationery	Office.	
Department	for	Education	(DfE)	(2010)	The	Importance	of	Teaching.	London:	The	Stationery	Office.	
Department	for	Education	and	Skills	(DfES)	(2001)	Special	Educational	Need			 Code	of	Practice.	London:	HMSO.	
Department	for	Education	and	Science	(DES)	(1978)	Special	educational	needs.	Report	of	the	Committee	of	enquiry	into	the	education	of	handicapped	children	and	young	people	(The	Warnock	Report).	London:	HMSO.	
Devecchi,	M.	C.	(2007)	Teachers	and	teaching	assistants	working	together:	Inclusion,	collaboration,	and	support	in	one	secondary	school.	Unpublished	PhD	dissertation.	Cambridge:	Faculty	of	Education,	University	of	Cambridge.	
Devecchi,	C.	(2010)	Which	justice	for	children	with	special	educational	needs	and	disabilities?	The	application	of	Sen’s	capability	approach	to	the	analysis	of	UK	school	workforce	reform	policies.	Paper	presented	at	the	HDCA,	Human	Rights	and	Human	Development	Conference,	University	of	Jordan,	Amman,	21–23	September.		
32 
 
EADSNE	(2003)	Special	Education	across	Europe	in	2003.		Middlefart,	Denmark:	European	Agency	for	Development	in	Special	Needs	Education.	
Elster,	J.	(1983)	Sour	Grapes:	Studies	in	the	Subversion	of	Rationality.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	
Florian,	L.	and	McLaughlin,	C.	(Eds.)	(2008)	Classification	in	Education:	Issues	and	Perspectives.	Thousands	Oaks,	CA:	Corwin	Press.	
Florian,	L.	and	Rouse,	M.	(2009)	‘The	inclusive	practice	project	in	Scotland:	Teacher	education	for	inclusive	education’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	25,	594–601.	
Florian,	L.,	Hollenweger,	J.,	Simeonsson,	R.	J.,	Wedell,	K.,	Riddell,	S.,	Terzi,	L.	et	al.	(2006)	‘Cross-cultural	perspectives	on	the	classification	of	children	with	disabilities:	Part	I.	Issues	in	the	classification	of	children	with	disabilities’.	Journal	of	Special	Education,	40(1),	36–45.	
Foucault,	M.	(1977)	Discipline	and	Punish.	London:	Penguin.	
Foucault,	M.	(1980)	Power/Knowledge:	Selected	Interviews	and	Other	Writings,	1972–1977.	C.	Gordon	(Ed).	New	York:	Pantheon.	
Gasper,	D.	(2000)	‘Development	as	freedom:	Taking	economics	beyond	commodities	–	the	cautious	boldness	of	Amartya	Sen’.	Journal	of	International	Development,	9(7),	989–1001.	
Gould,	S.	J.	(1981)	The	Mismeasure	of	Man.	New	York:	W.	W.	Norton	&	Co.	
Graham,	L.	and	Slee,	R.	(2008)	‘An	illusory	interiority:	Interrogating	the	discourse/s	of	inclusion’.	Educational	Philosophy	and	Theory,	40(2),	277–93.	
33 
 
Ibrahim,	S.	(2006)	‘From	individual	to	collective	capabilities:	The	capability	approach	as	a	conceptual	framework	for	self-help’.	Journal	of	Human	Development,	7(3),	397–416.	
Jordan,	A.		and	Stanovich,	P.	(2003)	‘Teachers’	personal	epistemological	beliefs	about	students	with	disabilities	as	indicators	of	effective	teaching	practices’.	Journal	of	Research	on	Special	Educational	Needs,	3(1),	1–14.	
Jordan,	A.,	Schwartz,	E	and	McGhie-Richmond,	D.	(2009)	‘Preparing	teachers	for	inclusive	classrooms’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	25,	535–42.	
Judge,	H.	(1981)	‘Dilemmas	in	education’.	Journal	of	Child	Psychology	and	Psychiatry,	22,	111–6.	
Kagan,	D.	(1992)	‘Implications	of	research	on	teacher	belief’.	Educational	Psychologist,	27(1),	65–90.	
McIntyre,	D.	(2009)	‘The	difficulties	of	inclusive	pedagogy	for	initial	teacher	education	and	some	thoughts	on	the	way	forward’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	25,	602–8.	
Minow,	M.	(1990)	Making	All	the	Difference:	Inclusion,	Exclusion	and	the	American	Law.	Ithaca,	NY:	Cornell	University	Press.	
Naraian,	S.	(2010)	‘General,	special	and	inclusive:	Refiguring	professional	identities	in	a	collaboratively	taught	classroom’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	26,	1677–86.	
Norwich,	B.	(2008a)	‘Dilemmas	of	difference,	inclusion	and	disability:	International	perspectives	on	placement’.	European	Journal	of	Special	Needs	Education,	23(4),	287–304.	
34 
 
Norwich,	B.	(2008b)	Perspectives	and	purposes	of	disability	classification	systems:	Implications	for	teachers	and	curriculum	and	pedagogy.	In	L.	Florian	and	C.	McLaughlin	(Eds.)	Classification	in	Education:	Issues	and	Perspectives.	Thousand	Oaks,	CA:	Corwin	Press.	
Nussbaum,	M.	(2000)	Women	and	Human	Development:	The	Capabilities	Approach.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	
Nussbaum,	M.	(2006)	Frontiers	of	Justice:	Disability,	Nationality,	Species	Membership.	Cambridge,	MA:	Belknap	Press.	
OFSTED	(2008)	How	Well	New	Teachers	are	Prepared	to	Teach	Pupils	with	Learning	Difficulties	and/or	Disabilities.	London:	OFSTED.	
OFSTED	(2010)	The	Special	Educational	Needs	and	Disability	Review.	A	Statement	is	not	Enough.	London:	OFSTED.	
Pearson,	S.	(2007)	‘Exploring	inclusive	education:	Early	steps	for	prospective	secondary	school	teachers’.	British	Journal	of	Special	Education,	34(1),	25–32.	
Pearson,	S.	(2009)	‘Using	activity	theory	to	understand	prospective	teachers’	attitudes	to	and	construction	of	special	educational	needs	and/or	disabilities’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	25,	559–68.	
Peters,	S.	J.	and	Reid,	D.	K.	(2009)	‘Resistance	and	discursive	practice:	Promoting	advocacy	in	teacher	undergraduate	and	graduate	programmes’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	25,	551–58.	
35 
 
Ridley,	B.	and	Watts,	M.	(2014)	‘Using	capability	to	assess	the	well-being	of	adult	learners	with	dis/abilities.’	In	L.	Florian	(Ed.)	The	Sage	Handbook	of	Special	Education,	2nd	edition.	London:	Sage.	
Rose,	R.	(2010)	‘Understanding	inclusion:	Interpretations,	perspectives	and	cultures’.	In	R.	Rose	(Ed.)	Confronting	Obstacles	to	Inclusion:	International	Responses	to	Developing	Inclusive	Education.	London:	David	Fulton.	
Schostak,	J.	(1993)	Dirty	Marks:	The	Education	of	Self,	Media	and	Popular	Culture.	London:	Pluto	Press.	
Sen,	A.	(1992)	Inequality	Reexamined.	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Sen,	A.	(1998)	Reason	before	Identity:	The	Romanes	Lecture.	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Sen,	A.	(1999)	Development	as	Freedom.	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	
Sen,	A.	(2009)	The	Idea	of	Justice.	London:	Allen	Lane.	
Teacher	Development	Agency	(TDA)	(2007)	Professional	Standard	for	Qualified	Teacher	Status.	Available	from:	www.tda.gov.uk/teacher/developing-career/professional-standards-guidance.aspx.	
Terzi,	L.	(2005)	‘Beyond	the	dilemma	of	difference:	The	capability	approach	to	disability	and	special	educational	needs’.	Journal	of	Philosophy	of	Education,	39(3),	443–59.	
Terzi,	L.	(2007a)	‘Capability	and	educational	equality:	The	just	distribution	of	resources	to	students	with	disabilities	and	special	educational	needs’.	Journal	of	Philosophy	of	Education,	41(4),	757–73.	
36 
 
Terzi,	L.	(2007b)	‘The	capability	to	be	educated’.	In	M.	Walker	and	E.	Unterhalter	(Eds.)	Amartya	Sen’s	Capability	Approach	and	Social	Justice	in	Education.	New	York:	Palgrave	Macmillan.	
Thomas,	G.	and	Loxley,	A.	(2007)	Deconstructing	Special	Education	and	Constructing	Inclusion,	2nd	edition.	Buckingham:	Open	University	Press.	
Tomlinson,	S.	(1982)	A	Sociology	of	Special	Education.	London:	Routledge	and	Kegan	Paul.	
United	Nations	Educational,	Scientific	and	Cultural	Organization	(UNESCO)	(1994)	The	Salamanca	Statement	and	Framework	for	Action.	Paris:	UNESCO.	
United	Nations	(2015)	Sustainable	Development	Goals.	New	York:	United	Nations.§	(available	at	https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=1300,	accessed	5	June	2016)	
Unterhalter,	E.	and	Walker,	M.	(2007)	‘Conclusion:	Capabilities,	social	justice,	and	education’.		In	M.	Walker	and	E.	Unterhalter	(Eds.)	Amartya	Sen’s	Capability	Approach	and	Social	Justice	in	Education.	London:	Palgrave	Macmillan.	
Walker,	M.	(2006)	Higher	Education	Pedagogies.	Maidenhead:	Open	University	Press.	
Watts,	M.	(2007)	‘Capability,	identity	and	access	to	elite	universities’.	Prospero,	13(3),	22–33.	
Watts,	M.	(2009)	‘Sen	and	the	art	of	motorcycle	maintenance:	Adaptive	preferences	and	higher	education	in	England’.	Studies	in	Philosophy	and	Education,	28(5),	425–36.	
37 
 
Watts,	M.	(2011)	‘Symbolic	capital	and	the	capability	gap’.	In	H.-U.	Otto,	H.	Zeigler	and	O.	Lessmann	(Eds.)	Closing	the	Capability	Gap:	renegotiating	social	justice	for	the	young.	Farmington	Hills,	MI:	Barbara	Budrich	Publishing.	
Watts,	M.	(2013)	‘The	complexities	of	adaptive	preferences	in	post-compulsory	education:	insights	from	the	fable	of	The	Fox	and	the	Grapes’.	Journal	of	Human	Development	and	Capabilities,	14(4),	503-19.	Watts,	M	and	Bridges,	D.	(2006)	‘The	value	of	non-participation	in	higher	education’.	
Journal	of	Education	Policy,	21(3),	267–90.	Watts,	M.	and	Ridley,	B.	(2012)	‘Identities	of	dis/ability	and	music’.	British	Educational	Research	Journal,	38(3),	353-72.	Wiebe-Berry,	R.	A.	(2008)	‘Novice	teachers’	conceptions	of	fairness	in	inclusion	classrooms’.	Teaching	and	Teacher	Education,	24,	1149–59.	
